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Editorial: 


Be transformed by the renewing of our minds 


Christians will surely welcome the 
Christmas campaign by George Carey: 
“lm not ashamed”. Christianity has had 
an immensely enriching impact on our 
national life: “Our laws, our democracy 
and our health, welfare and education 
provision all find their origin in Christian 
principles whilst the influence of 
Christianity on our language, literature 
and culture has been enormous.” It would 
have been good if this statement had 
made reference also to the rise of science 
and the way the pioneers of ‘natural 
philosophy’ perceived themselves as 
following the calling of God. 

The Christian Faith, says Carey, 
is being marginalized and brushed 
aside. Recent years have seen teachers 
and council employees reprimanded 
and even suspended for offering to pray 
with people. Christians who cannot, 
in conscience, endorse same sex 
partnerships are accused of homophobia 
and some have been dismissed from 
their employment. Whilst some of the 
hostility to Christians is overt, most of it is 
behind the scenes and it escapes most 
people’s radar. Carey refers to this as an 


attempt to “air-brush” the Christian Faith 
out of the picture. Whilst his examples 
relate to Christmas (‘Season’s greetings’ 
and ‘Winter lights’), we need to recognize 
that air-brushing has deeply affected the 
intellectual life of our nation. 

Since the so-called Enlightenment, 
there has been a relentless 
marginalization of Christianity by scholars 
and opinion formers. Secularization is one 
of the terms used to describe the elevation 
of the philosophy of materialism to replace 
and exclude Christian revelation. These 
people will tolerate ‘religion’ as long 
as it is privatized and makes no truth 
claims that clash with materialism. Those 
who want to retain a place for ‘religion’ 
redefine it as exclusively relating fo human 
values and ethical codes of conduct. Truth 
claims extending to morality, spirituality 
and justice are rejected as superstition — 
because all truth claims must be derived 
from materialism if they are to be given 
prominence in the public arena. 

The secularizing philosophers 
led the way, and all the sciences 
followed. In the empirical sciences, the 
transformation was imperceptible to most 


people because both theistic science and 
materialistic science describe the way the 
natural world works. The real differences 
were found in the historical sciences, 
where the biblical history of creation was 
discarded as just another myth. 
Education followed the lead of the 
scientists, and successive generations of 
students were exposed to ‘knowledge’ 
without God. Without realizing it, these 
youthful minds were absorbing tacit 
atheism. Human beings were treated as 
just another species of animal. Morality, 
spirituality and ‘religion’ are taught 
as phenomena to be explained by 
evolutionary psychology. To the secularist, 
the idea that God has anything to do with 
history is unworthy of further thought. 
Similarly, the geologist rules out any 
consideration of an Earth history involving 
God's miraculous activity in forming the 
Earth and filling it with life. This mindset 
cannot entertain the thought that Creation 
bears the marks of God’s judgment on 
Adam’s sin, nor can it allow any credence 
to the Biblical Flood narrative. 


Continued on page 26 ... 














Creation in the news 


‘Living fossils’ have recently been found in both 
fossilised tree-resin and outer space! Creation in the 
news investigates some fresh evidence that undercuts 
basic evolutionary assumptions. 


Debating Darwin 
Steve Lloyd 


How do theistic evolutionists evade the clear teaching 
of all Scripture regarding creation? How can biblical 
creationists effectively combat hermeneutical error and 
earnestly persuade the obtuse towards a biblically 
consistent doctrinal position which honours God rather 
than man? Steve Lloyd presents what he has learned 
from recent public debates. 


Christians and Aliens 
John Byl 


The discovery of extremophile bacteria which can 
utilize arsenic rather than phosphorus in their 
biomolecules has created hysteria in the astrobiology 
community of late. Yet why does the ‘non-subject’ of 
astrobiology even exist? And why such furore? John Byl 
provides us a Scriptural perspective on the question 

of aliens. 
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Mirror of the Invisible: 
“Let there be light” 
James Powell 


How does the cosmos work at its most fundamental 
level and what are quanta of light? James Powell 
reasons that the challenge to unify the laws of physics 
is best approached in light of the Holy Trinity of 
Scripture and a neglected principle of mathematical 
symmetry seen to structure symbolic, emergent 
systems at all scales. 


Why won’‘t creationists just give up? 

Adrian Miller 

Biblically, Christians are told to “earnestly contend for 
the faith which was once delivered unto the saints.” 
(Jude 1:3). Reverend Adrian Miller delivers a ‘call to 
arms’, especially directed to Anglican creationist 
brethren who desire to see foundational truths 
restored. 


Special review article: 

‘What Darwin got Wrong’ compared with 
‘Why Evolution is True’ 

Reviewed by Sylvia Baker 


A Beginners Guide to Creation 
Reviewed by Simon Sadler 


“the word”: your correspondence 


Pasteur past ‘ur radar? 





by Mark Brailsford 

Response to Mark Brailsford 

by Sylvia Baker 

©) articles @ Book Reviews 
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Creation in the news 


Isle of White Catastrophism 

The Isle of White is one of the richest 
localities for dinosaur fossils in Europe. 
Now, in a new study by Portsmouth 
University’s Dr Steve Sweetman and Bristol 
University’s Dr Allan Insole, the plant debris 
beds of the Wessex Formation on the Isle 
of White have been explained through 
‘fires’ and ‘flash flooding’ (Sweetman and 
Insole, 2010). This catastrophic mechanism 
is said to best explain the chaotic mixture 
of very large and very small animal fossils 
that are found throughout the beds, which 
are rich in ‘scorched’ and ‘unburned’ 

plant remains. Clearly, this is one more 
piece of the jigsaw for models of biblical 
catastrophism. @ 
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‘Living Fossils’ of Space 

Imagine the surprise of PhD student 
Andrew Green, when his astronomy team 
discovered galaxies assumed to be 13 
billion years old only 1 billion light-years 
away! Green, of Swinburne University, in 
Melbourne, Australia, investigated 65 star 
forming galaxies within 1 billion light years 
of Earth. Of these 65 galaxies, 11 turned out 
to exhibit assumed hallmarks of enormous 
age. Green is reported to have said: “We 
were comparing extreme galaxies today 
with the ancient Universe using the S/oan 
Digital Sky Survey, a kind of census of 
modern galaxies. [...] Such galaxies were 
thought to exist only in the distant past, 
when the Universe was very young" (Gary, 
2010). Instead, Dr Green has now opened 
a whole ‘can of worms’ by discovering 
‘ancient’ galaxies close to home! “They‘re 
living fossils of space — galaxies we just 
didn’t expect to find in today’s universe” he 
remarked (Choi, 2010). This raises serious 
questions about galactic age — such as 
where the gas that apparently forms 

stars is coming from when it should be all 


gone by now. According to evolutionary 
cosmology, galaxies closer to Earth should 
have far less gas within them than those 
‘ancient’ galaxies far away in the ‘early 
universe’. Green thinks that supernova 
may hold the answer to this problem, but 
more data is required. In the meantime, 
this remarkable find just goes to show 
how quickly one observation can demolish 
decades of evolutionary dogma without 
evolutionists batting an eyelid. @ 
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Dinosaur Scavenging Mammals 
Mammalian tooth markings have been 
found on the bones of numerous fossils, 
including large dinosaurs dated 75 million 
years in age and even older. The markings 
were created by hungry scavengers the 
size of rats, with opposing pairs of teeth 
as seen in mammals. Nicholas Longrich, 
of Yale University, and Michael Ryan of 
the Cleveland Museum of Natural History, 
discovered the markings as they were 
studying previously collected specimens. 
Longrich only noticed the teeth marks 
because he had seen similar patterns on 
deer antlers his father had brought home 
when he was young. Although it could be 
argued that these markings were made 
many millions of years after the dinosaurs 
died, this seems unlikely because useful 
nutrients and decaying flesh would be 
replaced and rotted away after millions 
of years, providing little incentive for 
scavengers to gnaw what are effectively 
rocks. Clearly, this finding corroborates 
other evidence which suggests dinosaurs 
lived only thousands of years ago. @ 
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Insects in Amber Look Modern 

More than 700 insect species recently 
discovered within a large amber deposit 
show little morphological difference to 
their modern counterparts. Researchers 
analyzing the find, unearthed in northwest 
India, expected to unveil strange new body 
plans based upon the selective pressure 
of geographical isolation. Instead, insects 
supposedly alive 50 million years ago 
looked remarkably similar to those alive 
today. This further corroborates creationist 
thinking regarding ‘living fossils’. @ 
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The 9th European Creationist Congress: 
a short report 

From the 3rd to the 6th of August 2009, 
Eastborne paid host to the 9th European 
Creationist Congress, attended by some 
seventy delegates. The Congress tied 

in with Darwin 200 and an excursion to 
Down House in Kent (Darwin’s famous 
home) took place on the final day. One 
European delegate noted: “| find so much 
passivity in English churches — but not 
here! People are getting into the literature 
and having passionate discussions — 
which is wonderful.” DVD recordings 

of most of the sessions are available 
from Creation Conferences http://www. 
creationconferences.co.uk/ or Telephone: 
01323 732788. @ 





Debating Darwin 





Steve Lloyd 


Debating theistic evolutionists is not easy. 
Not long ago it was virtually impossible to 
have a debate for at least two reasons. 
Firstly, many churches and organisations 
felt that debates over origins were 

divisive and a distraction from their core 
ministry. Secondly, many leading theistic 
evolutionists regarded creationism as 
something of an embarrassment in the 
church that should not be given credibility 
and publicity through serious engagement. 
Such thinking is still present, but there has 
been far more interaction recently, in part 
spurred by the Darwin anniversary year in 
2009: the public profile of Darwinism is so 
great that the church cannot ignore it as 
an issue. 

Many of our brothers and sisters 
in Christ are theistic evolutionists. This is 
another reason why it is hard to debate. 
Who wants to cause trouble within the 
family when we face such great opposition 
from outside the church? It is particularly 
difficult to address the issue given that 
| argue their views are not doctrinal 
peccadilloes, but (largely unwittingly) a 
major aberration affecting core Christian 
doctrine — all this in people whose love 
and service of the Lord can be far greater 
than my own. 

Finally, the leading theistic 
evolutionists are accomplished scientists 
(usually far exceeding any creationist 
in academic honours) who have spent 
years developing a coherent theological 
position. Some creationists underestimate 
the intelligence and the theological and 
scientific rigour of theistic evolutionists. 


What we might imagine to be ‘knock down’ 


arguments are rarely effective. 

| have recently had a number 
of opportunities to engage with some 
leading theistic evolutionists on radio, in 
public debates and in print.' This article 


is intended to draw some lessons from 
these opportunities to help us all as we 
encounter theistic evolution in its various 
forms.” My aim is not to discuss tactics or 
debating tricks to help ‘win’ a particular 
encounter, but rather to set out the general 
approach that | have found to be effective 
and also to explain the line of argument 
usually made by theistic evolutionists. | will 
be concentrating on theological rather than 
scientific issues since that has been the 
focus of the debates in which | have been 
involved. Finally it should be understood 
that the audience that | have been trying 
to influence in these debates are well- 
educated, Bible-believing Christians, 

often with negative experiences and 
expectations of creationists. Alternative 
approaches might well be more 
appropriate with a different audience 

in mind. 


What is the debate about? 


The focus of the debate will often 
determine the outcome. My argument 
centres on the story-line or plot-line of the 
Bible. This is a true story that takes us from 
creation to fall and then to the redemption 
and restoration of creation by Jesus Christ. 
The conflict with evolution arises because 
it is giving a different story to the Bible. 
(Here | am careful to define ‘evolution’ not 
as ‘change over time’ but the ‘amoeba to 
man’ history of life on earth). The conflict 

is most apparent when it comes to death 
and suffering. In evolutionary history death 
and suffering have always been present. 
They are an inevitable part of life - a fact 
of nature like gravity. The biblical story, | 
argue, presents death and suffering as a 
consequence of human sin — unnatural 
aberrations in a once perfect world. It is 
only with this understanding of history 
that the death of Jesus makes sense as 
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a punishment for sin. If physical death 
was not a consequence of sin, why did 
Jesus need to physically die to pay the 
price of sin? Similarly the resurrection is a 
victory over physical death. If death was 
present from the beginning Jesus, in his 
resurrection, would be conquering an 
enemy of his own making. 

Time permitting, | try to mention 
two other independent arguments that 
also express other aspects of the story-line 
of the Bible and that are in conflict with 
evolution: Adam as the physical ancestor 
of all humanity and a global flood. The 
details of these arguments can be found in 
my chapter in Finlay et a/ (2009). 

This focus on the story-line of the 
Bible is more productive than, for example, 
a detailed exposition of Genesis 1, for a 
number of reasons: 


e Talk of the Bible as presenting a story 
is increasingly popular today among 
biblical scholars and theologians - 
particularly those who are more inclined 
to theistic evolution and who emphasise 
the need to appreciate the literary artistry 
of the Bible. It is therefore rhetorically 
powerful to counter expectations and 
show that ideas often accepted by 
theistic evolutionists actually undermine 
their own position. 


e The arguments | make rest on multiple 
passages of Scripture with different 
literary genre, not the interpretation of 
isolated verses. In other words | am 
making a doctrinal argument. This is 
extremely important to counter the 
theistic evolution approach to interpreting 
scripture. 


e What people thought was a debate 
about genetics or geology is focused 
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on our understanding of the cross and 
resurrection — something that is clearly of 
central importance and relevant to every 
Christian whether scientifically trained 

or not. 


e The argument about death and suffering 
touches on very pressing pastoral issues 
and apologetic problems. If God made 
the world with death and suffering in 
place the issue of suffering has become 
an even greater apologetic difficulty, 
and it is pastorally problematic to say 
the least to counsel a cancer sufferer 
that cancer was part of the world 
God pronounced “very good” These 
questions resonate with people and 
reinforce the message that this debate is 
not a boring irrelevance. 


e The argument is expressed in terms of 
issues that the Bible talks about directly. 
In other words the question is not, ‘Is 
the Bible compatible with evolution?’ - 
obviously something the Bible does not 
directly address. Rather, key questions 
become, ‘Did physical death come 
from human sin?’, ‘Was Noah’s flood a 
global event?’, ‘Was Adam the physical 
ancestor of all humanity?’ 


e Creationism is usually portrayed 
by theistic evolutionists as a recent 
(American) innovation and hence out 
of step with the mainstream tradition 
of the church. The approach | take 
does not seek to defend ‘creationism’ 
(however defined) but to focus on the 
specific doctrinal questions noted above. 
On these issues | am clearly following 
the historic Christian position. Theistic 
evolution is desperate to portray itself 
as mainstream theology but in reality it 
requires much theological novelty. 


Sometimes we can expect too much from 
a debate. | would be worried if people 
were convinced of my view too quickly, 
because they might become unconvinced 
equally quickly. My aim is for people to 
go away thinking, ‘There is more to this 
debate than | realised. There are some big 
issues | need to think through carefully.’ If 
they have understood the argument I’m 
making they will work out for themselves 
that the Bible’s story is incompatible with 
evolution. 

Obtaining apparently minor 
concessions (e.g. human beings as 
special creations, human but not animal 
death from sin) is significant because 
they undermine the consistency of theistic 
evolution in a way that makes it unravel 
as a coherent and attractive position. 

The admission that we are indeed giving 
different accounts of the Bible’s story (Finlay 
et al. (2009, p.83)), is in fact a massive 
concession because it shows that this is 

a vitally important debate about central 
issues. It really matters in evangelism and 
Christian belief which story is correct. 


Theistic evolution responses 


One of the greatest frustrations about the 
response of theistic evolutionists is that 
there isn’t really a response — or more 
precisely not a response to the argument 
|am actually making. It is a policy of 
(unintentional) evasion as | explain below.* 
In my experience the only way to expose 
this is to have a ‘cross-examination’ format 
as part of the debate that allows one point 
to be pursued in detail, but obviously this 
limits the ground you can cover. 


Throwing up doubt 


Theistic evolutionists focus a lot of attention 
on how we interpret the Bible, rightly 
pointing out that an inerrant Bible does 





not ensure inerrant interpretation. The 
problem is that they do not offer alternative 
interpretations based on careful exegesis 
but instead a series of strategies to cast 
doubt on the historicity or meaning of 

any passage that raises an apparent 
incompatibility with evolution. For example: 


e A great emphasis is given to exploring 
the literary features and genre of key 
passages, in particular the early chapters 
of Genesis. Sensitivity to genre is indeed 
very important for correct interpretation 
but their argument rests on the mistaken 
assumption that the genre limits the type 
of information (e.g. historical information) 
that can be communicated. They also 
mistakenly assume that the presence 
of literary features in a passage (e.g. 
parallelism, repetition, figurative 
expressions) means that it cannot be a 
historical account. 


e The early chapters of Genesis are often 
compared with other Ancient Near East 
literature to make the point that Genesis 
is seeking to correct the theology of other 
creation myths. This is undoubtedly true, 
but again it is not clear why this has any 
relevance in assessing the historicity of 
the Genesis accounts. In fact, a stronger 
polemic is achieved if Genesis is also 
correcting the false history of the other 
creation stories. 


e Theistic evolutionists often make 
statements like: “Genesis 1-3 nowhere 
states that there was no death before 
the Fall” (Finlay ef a/. (2009, p.75)). Such 
statements are clever rhetoric but bad 
theology. There is much in the Bible that 
is not explicitly spelt out. The doctrine 
of the trinity is never explicitly stated, 
nor are the heretical variants of this 
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The meta-narrative of evolution completely contradicts the story-line of the Bible. 
© Eliza Snow, www.istockphoto.com 
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doctrine explicitly condemned. Nowhere 
does the Bible say that the darkness 
during the crucifixion was a sign of 
God’s judgement on sin, yet given the 
rich typology extending right through 
the Bible of darkness and light it would 
be strange to argue that this was not a 
biblical conclusion to draw. As for death 
and the Fall, the Bible does make it 
explicit that physical death is a result of 
sin (e.g. Rom. 5:12). 


e¢ Meanings of words in unrelated 
passages are sometimes employed 
to cast doubt on the meaning of 
passages that are problematic to theistic 
evolutionists. For example John 8:51 
speaks of death in a spiritual sense, but 
this unrelated passage cannot be used 
to negate the clear exegetical evidence 
that Paul's discussion of death in Romans 
5 includes physical death. 


These are all essentially negative strategies 
to create doubt about the meaning of a 
passage. In effect theistic evolutionists are 
asking (implicitly or explicitly), ‘Is it possible 
to understand the text or passage in a 
different way?’ The answer, of course, must 
always be, “Yes.” It is a/ways possible to 
(mis-) understand any passage in other 
ways. But such ‘interpretations’ do not 
reflect the author's intention so much 

as our own presuppositions. To adopt 

such a strategy to biblical interpretation 
consistently completely undercuts the 
Bible’s authority. Many cults claiming 
biblical authority have long argued that 
texts apparently teaching the deity of Jesus 
Christ should be ‘interpreted’ in other ways. 
Our response is to say their ‘interpretation’ 
is wrong for multiple, compelling 
exegetical reasons. Not every so called 
‘interpretation’ is credible. 


The place of science interpreting 
Scripture 


By adopting the tactics outlined above 
theistic evolutionists are not attempting 

to come up with an alternative better 
interpretation through a careful weighing 
of exegetical arguments, but to justify 

an interpretation demanded by their 
commitment to evolution. They are 

usually at pains to deny that science is 
determining their interpretation of Scripture 
— they are merely seeking ‘harmony’ 
between two sources of revelation. But 
since they regard evolution as a fact — 

as much a fact as the roundness of the 
earth — this belief rules out many possible 
interpretations. Logically, if Scripture is 
inerrant (so no writer could have been 
mistaken in what they say about earth 
history) and evolution is a fact then 
anything a writer says that appears to 
conflict with evolution must be ‘interpreted’ 
another way. For example, if Paul says 
death came through sin then by death 

he must mean spiritual death alone - it 
cannot include physical death. Theistic 
evolutionists are not opening up another 
possible interpretation. On this point they 
are insisting only one interpretation can be 
correct. 

The primary commitment to 
evolution is also evidenced in the arbitrary 
choices of what should be understood as 
historical in the early chapters of Genesis. 
For example, Eve's creation from Adam’‘s 
rib is metaphorical, but Adam’s portrayal 
as a farmer is historical. These choices 
are not made on exegetical grounds, but 
according to what is compatible with the 
evolutionary story. 

Theistic evolutionists justify their 
approach by arguing that science is merely 
helping us choose between two or more 
interpretations that have roughly equal 





merit on exegetical grounds (Spanner, 
1987, p.57). They cite the way astronomical 
observations showed Psalm 93:1 was 
wrongly interpreted to mean that the earth 
was stationary in space. 

It is not a problem for scientific, 
and indeed other extra-biblical data, to 
assist in our understanding of the Bible 
and challenge preconceived ideas. (For 
example, in Acts 2:29 Peter uses the 
external observation of the existence of 
David's tomb to support his interpretation 
of Psalm 16.) However such data must 
never impose a meaning that is a/ien 
to the text. To understand Psalm 93:1 as 
teaching a stationary earth is bad exegesis 
since the same language is used of feet 
in Psalm 121:3 without us subscribing 
to a doctrine of the immovability of 
feet. Astronomical observations merely 
confirmed solid exegetical arguments. 

The greatest weakness of the 
theistic evolutionist position is that their 
interpretation of passages about sin/ 
death, Adam and the flood have negligible 
exegetical support, as ably exposed by 
Lamoureux (2008) — a theistic evolutionist 
with a less orthodox understanding of 
Scripture than those with which | have 
engaged. Furthermore, as noted earlier, 
we are not dealing with a few isolated 
texts peripheral to the Bible's message 
but many passages which concern 
central aspects of the Bible’s story. Where 
multiple, independent doctrinal arguments 
demonstrate an incompatibility between 
evolution and the Bible's story our 
commitment to the authority of the Bible 
means we must be ready to question 
evolution rather than impose an alien 
‘interpretation’ onto the Bible. If someone 
claimed to have found the body of Jesus 
we would challenge their theory. We would 
not ‘reinterpret’ the New Testament to 


argue it teaches a non-bodily resurrection. 
The central point of disagreement 
with theistic evolutionists is over their 
commitment to evolution. Unless that 
is undermined scientifically, biblical 
arguments alone are unlikely to convince. 
We need real experts in the appropriate 
fields (of similar scientific stature to 
the theistic evolutionists) to expose the 
deficiencies in the evolutionary story of 
earth history, but we need equally to 
demonstrate the credibility of an alternative 
creationist model that is consistent with 
the story of the Bible. Theistic evolutionists 
are almost without exception ignorant of 
recent creationist research. More seriously 
there is a deeper failure to understand the 
methodology behind building a creationist 
model. Under challenge scientifically, 
theistic evolutionists fall back on the 
security of the overwhelming scientific 
consensus that, for example, the earth 
is old. What they fail to understand is 
that we will not know if a better (biblically 
compatible) model is able to explain 
this same weight of data and more 
without undertaking a lengthy, expert-led, 
multidisciplinary research program. 


Conclusion 


In spite of all | have said above | have been 
surprised by how much common ground 
| can share with theistic evolutionists 
when we have debated. They are offen 
responding to a stereotype of creationism 
and, sadly, real creationist arguments 
and approaches with which | am equally 
uncomfortable. Bad creationist arguments 
do enormous damage and can be the 
reason people adopt theistic evolution. 
Finally, the spirit in which the 
debate is undertaken is as crucial as the 
arguments themselves. A respectful, good- 
humoured exchange helps to dismantle 


unhelpful stereotypes and encourages 
the audience that it is an issue which will 
generate more light than heat as they 
investigate it further themselves. This 

is not to deny that central issues of the 
Bible's story are at stake (my presentation 
emphasises this), but to recognise that 
most people do not yet understand the 
debate in this way. With the right approach 
many could be won over. That is why now 
is the time for engagement. 
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Notes 





' Finlay, Lloyd, Pattemore and Swift (2009) 


Some of the audio debates are available 
on the internet. In date order: 


Debate with Denis Alexander 29/11/08: 
www.premier.org.uk/unbelievable 


Panel discussion about the film Creation 
26/09/09: www.premier.org.uk/ 
unbelievable 


Presentation at God & Darwinian 
Evolution Conference, 13/11/09: www. 
biblicalcreationministries.org.uk/b/index. 
php/downloads 


Debate with Ard Louis, Brighton 
15/05/10: www.bethinking.org/science- 
christianity/creation-or-evolution-do-we- 
have-to-choose.htm 


Theistic evolution’ is a label that 
encompasses an enormous range 
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of positions. Here | am referring to 

a position that affirms the inerrancy 

of Scripture and in which God's work 
of creation is accomplished through 
entirely natural processes not needing 
special intervention at any point. This is 
the form of theistic evolution adopted 
by Denis Alexander and many others 
within the leadership of the influential 
organisation Christians in Science. 


A maior incentive for people to become 
theistic evolutionists is that their position 
avoids the apologetic problems of 
scientifically defending a young earth. 
However, they have replaced that 
problem with an even greater apologetic 
problem of suffering — a point that Denis 
Alexander seemed to concede on the 
two occasions | have debated him. 


In addition to the theological areas 

| discuss below theistic evolutionists 
often spend a large proportion of their 
presentations establishing that science 
is in no way hostile to Christianity — an 
argument | entirely agree with. The 
evasion is evident in the assumption 
that the compatibility of science and 
Christianity ensures there is no conflict 
between the Bible and evolution. 


Steve Lloyd is Pastor of Hope Church, 
Gravesend and a part-time speaker for 
Biblical Creation Ministries. Email: 
steve@biblicalcreationministries.org.uk 


10 | Origins 54 





Christians and Aliens 





John Byl 


Is there intelligent life elsewhere in the 
universe? In a new documentary entitled 
Into the Universe With Stephen Hawking, 
the Professor claims that intelligent alien 
life forms almost certainly exist. However, 
he cautions that communicating with them 
could be dangerous, since they may be 
looking for new planets to conquer. 

Many people share Hawking’s 
belief in the existence of aliens. In 1992, 
the US space agency NASA launched a 
major project to search for extra-terrestrial 
intelligence. This project, called SETI (short 
for: Search for Extra-Terrestrial Intelligence} 
uses radio telescopes around the world 
to examine distant stars for signals that 
might be of artificial origin. Thus far the 
results have been completely negative. 
Discounting flying saucer reports, no signs 
of aliens have been detected. 


The Scientific Case for Aliens 


How strong is the scientific case for aliens? 
Estimates vary considerably. 

The optimists assert that many 
stars have planets, that a good fraction 
of those planets are suitable for life, that 
life will in fact develop on a sizeable 
proportion of such inhabitable planets, 
and, finally, that a significant number of 
these life-bearing planets will produce 
intelligent societies. Even if the fraction 
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in each step is on the small side (say, 1 
out of 100), the huge number of stars in 
our Galaxy alone, estimated at about 

300 billion, would still leave us with a 
potential of approximately 3000 intelligent 
civilizations in our Galaxy. Many of these 
are likely to be much more advanced 
than us. 

On the other hand, the pessimists 
point out that all of the above factors are 
highly uncertain, that attaching numbers to 
them is no more than guessing, and that, 
in fact, some of the required steps in the 
chain seem to be extremely unlikely — if 
not impossible — on the basis of current 
scientific knowledge. 

Although a number of stars have 
recently been found to have planets, none 
of these seem to be habitable. If purely 
for the sake of argument we adopt a 
naturalistic, evolutionary perspective, even 
given a habitable planet, the chances of 
life evolving are extremely slim. Davies 
(1995, p.28) estimates the odds against 
random permutations of molecules 
assembling to form DNA as about one 
chance in ten raised to the power of four 
thousand (107°°° or 1 followed by 4000 
zeros!). This is about the same odds as 
tossing a coin and getting heads 130,000 
times in a row! At that rate he concludes 
that, over ten billion years, we wouldn't 
expect to find another DNA molecule in the 
observable universe! 

Secondly, consider the naturalistic 
chances of life evolving into civilization. 
Webb (2002, p.239) argues that of the 50 
billion speciation events in the presumed 
history of the earth, only one led to 
language — which is the key to civilization. 
Hence, Webb concludes, we must 
be alone. 

Optimists, such as Jack Cohen and 
lan Stewart (2002) contend that life may 


take on many different forms, beyond our 
imagination. Perhaps. However, given 

the above immense odds against the 
chance emergence of intelligent life, such 
considerations seem unlikely to reduce the 
odds enough to favour the existence of 
aliens. 


Motivation For Belief in Aliens 


Given the lack of scientific evidence, why 

do so many people believe in aliens? 

The motivation seems to be primarily 

psychological and philosophical. Consider 

the words of the late astronomer Car! 

Sagan: 
“The translation of a radio message 
from the depths of space...holds the 
greatest promise of both practical and 
philosophical benefits. In particular, it is 
possible that among the first contents 
of such a message may be detailed 
descriptions for the avoidance of 
technological disaster, for a passage 
through adolescence to maturity...” 
(Sagan, 1979, p.276). 


Davies (1995, p.136) comments: 
“The interest in SETI among the general 
public stems in part, | maintain, from 
the need to find a wider context to 
their lives than this earthly existence 
provides. In an era when conventional 
religion is in sharp decline, the belief 
in super-advanced aliens...can 
provide some measure of comfort and 
inspiration...This sense of a religious 
quest may well extend to the scientists 
themselves, even though most of them 
are self-professed atheists.” 


It is ironic that man, even after having 
rejected God, still searches the heavens for 
his salvation. 


Theological Considerations 

From a Christian perspective, should 

we expect aliens to exist? It is certainly 
possible that God has directly created 
intelligent beings on other planets. Yet 
Scripture makes no mention of the creation 
of intelligent beings beyond those of the 
earth (except, of course, the angels). To 
this argument, one might respond that 
God may not have deemed it necessary to 
inform us of such creatures. In that case, 
the foremost theological issue concerns 
Christ's incarnation. Was it unique? Or did it 
re-occur on other planets, as postulated by 
theologian Paul Tillich? 

Augustine (354-430 A.D.) noted 
that the historical process of Creation, Fall, 
and Redemption could occur only once. 
This seems clear from such biblical texts 
as “for Christ also has once suffered for 
sins” (I Peter 3:18) and “Christ being raised 
from the dead dies no more...he died unto 
sin once” (Romans 6:9-10). More recently, 
John Davis contends that Christ's unique 
incarnation as a human nevertheless 
suffices for the redemption of all intelligent 
beings in the universe. However, Scripture 
makes a necessary connection between 
the first Adam and the last Adam, Christ. 
For Christ's sacrifice to be sufficient it was 
essential that Christ have a human nature: 

“Forasmuch then as the children 

are partakers of flesh and blood, he 
also himself likewise took part of the 
same...For verily he took not on him 
the nature of angels; but he took on 
him the seed of Abraham. Wherefore 
in all things it behoved him to be made 
like unto his brethren, that he might 

be a merciful and faithful high priest 

in things pertaining to God, to make 
reconciliation for the sins of the people” 
(Hebrews 2:14-17). 


Aliens, like angels, are not descendants of 
Adam and thus share neither his nature 
nor his guilt. Hence, Christ's sacrifice 
is of no avail to them. Man is the only 
creature to be thereby saved from the 
consequences of his sinfulness. Thus, if 
aliens exist, either they have not fallen 
from grace or, less happily, like the fallen 
angels, they cannot be redeemed. 

Man has a special relation to God. 
Man alone was created in the image of 
God and appointed to rule over creation. 
Even stars were created primarily to serve 
as lights and signs for man. Finally, at the 
end of times, Christ returns to the earth, the 
abode of man, to judge living and dead. 
Man is to judge the angels (I Cor.6:3). The 
New Jerusalem comes down from heaven 
to earth. All this reinforces the special 
place of humanity in God's creation. 


Conclusions 


In conclusion, we note that there is no 
scientific evidence whatsoever in support 
of the belief that aliens exist. Indeed, there 
has been no sign of life {in any shape 

or form) on any of our eight planetary 
neighbours, since their exploration began. 
Searches for interstellar life, scanning 
nearby stars for radio signals or noise 
indicative of civilization, have virtually ruled 
out the possibility of advanced civilized 

life within a hundred light years. To span 
greater distances even an extremely fast 
rocket travelling at a tenth of the speed of 
light would take longer than a millennium, 
and radio dialogues would have century- 
long gaps. Thus, for all practical purposes, 
communication with extra-terrestrial 
civilizations can be ruled out. 

From an evolutionary perspective, 
the odds are heavily stacked against the 
chance occurrence of life, particularly 
intelligent life. Creationist arguments for 
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aliens are strongly dependent upon our 
views regarding the nature of God and 

his relation to his cosmos. Theological 
considerations based on biblical revelation 
weigh very heavily against the presence of 
aliens, but not conclusively so. @ 
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Mirror of the Invisible: 





In the previous article of this series (Origins 
53), | noted that we will never begin 

to understand creation in a consistent 
manner until, by faith in the Christ of 
Scripture, we place the Holy Triune God 
at the foundation of our thought. The Lord 
Jesus then becomes the focus of our 
thought, being the Second Person of the 
blessed Trinity, the brightness of God's 
glory and the exact image of his Person 
(Hebrews 1) — by whom and for whom 

all things were created (Colossians 1). 
From this Christ-centred interpretation of 
creation, gathered from the fuller-sense 
of Scripture, we began a brief survey of 
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Genesis chapter one. In terms of textual 
form, we noted a trinitarian signature 

or ‘organic goal-directed pattern’ within 
the chapter, based around a series of 
covenantal ‘words, works and seals’. 
Remarkably, this three-fold organic 
pattern also appears throughout natural 
revelation. Indeed, its origins can be 
traced to an incomplete reflection of the 
Triune God within space-matter-time (the 
‘turbulent mirror’ of what we do not see). 
This principle of a dual communication 
of God — both within and without his 
transcendent being — we termed ‘Bavinck’s 
formula’, in honor of the principal Dutch 
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Reformed theologian who expounded 

its proper significance — Herman Bavinck 
(1854-1921). In this article, we will explore 
the mysteries of created light in more 
detail. We shall highlight how symmetrical 
representation in creation is one primary 
hallmark of design by the Triune God 
(Romans 1:20), and how symmetry across 
scale may provide further insights into why 
light seems to behave so strangely. The 
cosmos, in this view, is best understood 
as a ‘divinely created reflection of eternal 
emanation’ (a pale, fallen and finite image 
of equal ultimacy between the divinely 
personal-infinite One in Three). This biblical 


theological foundation then forms a 
stronger basis for scientifically modelling 
the elusive structure of physical light and 
matter, as well as informing all other 
models. 

“How great a resemblance of a 
holy and virtuous soul in a calm serene 
day. What an infinite number of such-like 
beauties is there in that one thing, the 
light; and how complicated an harmony 
and proportion is it probable belongs 
to it.” So wrote the gifted American 
Theologian, Jonathan Edwards, as in 1726 
he contemplated the first divine command 
“Let there be light” (Anderson, 1980). To 
be sure, light is one of the most pleasing 
and mysterious works in God's creation. 
Despite its simple beauty, it is fair to say 
that even today, after many centuries of 
scientific study, we still do not understand 
light at a fundamental level. Perhaps 
that statement strikes you as surprising? 
After all, today is an age of holographic 
data storage and laser guns powerful 
enough to shoot down warplanes, is it 
not? Technologically speaking, we have 
mastered numerous applications of 
‘light’ in the widest sense — we can use 
it to cook (microwaves), to transmit all 
sorts of information (mobiles, fibre optics, 
G.PS.), even, it seems, to ‘teleport’ small 
particles instantaneously across space! 
Moreover, theoretically speaking, light is 
already described with great predictive 
accuracy by a theory known as ‘quantum 
electrodynamics’, or Q.E.D. In this theory, 
light is modelled by a quantum field, a 
strange phenomenon that appears to 
possess both wave-like and particle-like 
properties depending on how we go 
about measuring it. This well-tested body 
of knowledge is the basis for our greatest 
successes with light technologies in the 
previous century (Feynman, 1985). How 
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How great a 
resemblance of a 
holy and virtuous 
soul in a calm 
serene day. What 
an infinite number 
of such-like beauties 
is there in that one 
thing, the light; and 
how complicated 
an harmony and 
proportion is it 
probable belongs 
to it. 


therefore can | still maintain that we don't 

understand light at a fundamental level? 

To be clear, the problem in understanding 

resides not in how light behaves, but in 

why it behaves the way it does. This more 

philosophical question, in turn, comes 

down to what light fundamentally is. 
Today, as we have hinted, light 

is best modelled probabilistically, by a 

‘quantum field’ and its corresponding 

particle — the photon. And yet, for all 

our mathematical knowledge, we still 

do not have a fully satisfying answer to 

the question ‘how come the quantum?’ 

A quantum is a ‘packet of energy’, yet a 

failure to resolve why light energy comes in 
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‘packets’, under the framework of a visual- 
geometrical picture, has had far reaching 
consequences for the whole scientific 
theory of knowledge. Many physicists, for 
instance, have grown accustom to think 

in terms of ‘model dependent realism’ 
(Hawkins and Mlodinow, 2010). This 
unbiblical philosophy, with roots in ancient 
occult teachings, implies that there is no 
point in searching for a single objective 
model to describe all the fundamental 
forces of creation. There simply is no such 
model for the strange ‘Quantum Multiverse’ 
which we inhabit. Attempts to unify reality 
are said to be illusory, since at rock bottom 
there are many different realities and 

not just one. Along these lines, Professor 
Hawkins has recently conceded that 
biblical creationism in six normal days has 
to be thrown into the melting pot as one 
possible model of reality, but this is no real 
concession since all models — including 
design by aliens and solipsistic dream 
projections — are also perfectly possible! 

In this manner, the malaise of theoretical 
physics these past two decades has now 
finally reached its pinnacle. Whereas 
once, the search for a beautiful, intuitive 
theory of unification was the sought after 
prize in physics, these days, we are told, 

it is simply naive to think in these terms. 
Instead, many mathematical physicists are 
throwing in the towel, ready to embrace 

a wholly ‘syncretistic’ or ‘pick-and-mix’ 
approach to reality known as ‘M-theory’. 
However, ‘M-theory’ is not really a theory 
at all, but rather a discursive blend of wild 
speculations designed to inflate the self- 
image of humanity. Whatever comes of this 
quest for human independence from God 
in the realm of origins, the noble quest of 
the great 19th century Christian physicists 
— a beautiful, compelling, God-honouring 
answer to why things are the way they 
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are — is clearly in serious disrepair. Physical 
light, as we might have expected, has only 
lead to theoretical darkness within the ivory 
towers of secular humanism. 

Alongside this unbelieving malaise, 
Christians in physics have made slow 
progress developing Scripturally validated 
standards for choosing which models 
of light (and reality in general) are most 
compelling within a biblical framework. 
Ask authorities within the secular-humanist 
physics community for theoretical 
standards or ‘demarcation criteria’ and the 
one answer you will consistently receive 
is ‘For a theory to be beautiful, it must be 
symmetrical’. Symmetry, generally defined, 
is an expression of equivalence between 
things. One thing is said to ‘re-present’ 
another. The Greeks called this notion 
of representation ‘ZYM-METPIA,, or ‘due 
proportion’ — where ‘due’ implied some 
higher moral condition. As Lederman and 
Hill (2004) write: “...in modern physics the 
concept of symmetry serves as perhaps 
the most crucial concept of all. Symmetry 
principles are now known to dictate 
the basic laws of physics, to control the 
structure and dynamics of matter, and to 
define the fundamental forces in nature. 
Nature, at its most fundamental level, is 
defined by symmetry.” To the question 
‘why should this be so?’, hand-waving 
and confessions of ignorance generally 
abound. Normally, symmetry is just 
assumed as a brute fact of the universe, 
in accordance with Man’s worship of the 
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creature rather than the Creator (Romans 
1). Yet within a biblical framework there 
is a powerful rationale for symmetrical 
representation which actually points 
specifically to the Triune Creator and his 
glorious divine nature, leaving all people 
“without excuse” for wilful idolatry! 
Mathematically, symmetry may 
be categorised by four transformations 
under which something remains the same, 
i.e. rotation, reflection, translation and 
dilation’. What then, do these four types of 
representation have to do with God and 
the mysterious ‘packets of energy’ we call 
photons? In fact, all physical representation 
within creation contains an apparent 
paradox of incompleteness. Scripture 
indicates that full and exact representation 
(or communication) is never complete 
outside of the divine being (otherwise 
God's being and God‘s revelation would 
be impossible to distinguish). As Bavinck 
emphasised: ”...Scripture...knows both 
emanation and creation, a twofold 
communication of God — one within and 
the other outside the divine being...one 
from the being and another by the will 
of God. The former is called generation; 
the latter, creation. By generation, from 
all eternity, the full image of God is 
communicated to the Son; by creation 
only a weak and pale image of God is 
communicated to the creature. Still the two 
are connected. Without generation creation 
would not be possible. If in an absolute 
sense God could not communicate himself 
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to the Son, he would be even less able, in 
a relative sense, to communicate himself 
to his creature. If God were not triune, 
creation would not be possible” (Bavinck, 
1895, translated 1999, p.39). Within God, 
therefore, Scripture indicates that the 
One and the Many are equally ultimate. 
This eternal equal ultimacy belongs 
exclusively to God, and is not extended to 
natural revelation (i.e. creation) or special 
revelation (i.e. God-breathed scriptural 
revelation). On the other hand, the far more 
clear, perfect and final special revelation 
of God's will (ie. his verbal-propositional 
Word, the inerrant and solely sufficient Holy 
Scripture) reveals that natural revelation 
mirrors this equal ultimacy of the One and 
the Many in God, albeit weakly as tainted 
by the Fall. As the late Dr. Henry Morris 
explained: 
“The English word “Godhead” occurs 
in three places in the King James 
Version — Acts 17:29; Romans 1:20; 
and Colossians 2:9 — as a translation 
of three slightly different but related 
Greek words, theion, theoites, and 
theotes, respectively. Although the 
connotations of the three may be very 
slightly different, the essential meaning 
in all three cases is that of Godhood - 
the fullest essence of that which makes 
God what He is. It might be translated 
as “divinity” or “deity,” provided it is 
understood that the term in every case 
is to be uniquely applied only to the one 
true God of creation. The passage in 
Acts makes it emphatically clear that no 
representation made by men, whether 
physical or mental, can possibly depict 
the Godhead. Since man was created 
in the image of God, man is entirely 
unable to make an image or model 
that will depict God. God, as Creator, is 
infinitely above that which he created, 
and the creature can only know and 
understand the nature of God insofar 
as God may will to reveal Himself. 
Nevertheless, Romans 1:20 assures us 
that the “Godhead” may be “clearly 
seen” and may be “understood by the 
things that are made”.” (Morris, 1984, 
p.54). 


For this reason, it appears that light has 
a specific, mysterious form of poetry or 
economy about it, revealed through sense 
data and understood (systematised) 
through created systems (i.e. the human 
brain and mind) (c.f. Romans 1:20). Given 
this dual communication of God, one 
complete and the other incomplete (yet 
totally sufficient for God’s purposes for 
us in Christ alone), we suggest that the 
most compelling scientific models of 
quanta should find their grounding in the 
connection between ‘mutual complete 
representation’ within the divine being 
and ‘incomplete representation’ in God's 
outgoing works. Only then can we begin to 
understand how created light might best 
be visualised by brains created in God's 
image. 

When we begin to think about 
light in terms of representation, one 
fact begins to stand out regarding our 
current theories of physics. Not enough 
attention has been paid to the symmetry 
transformation of dilation (i.e. change 
in scale). In the past three decades, the 
mathematics of fractal geometry has 
contributed much to our understanding 
of God's cosmos. Now it is apparent that 
one general design feature of creation 
is dilational symmetry i.e. ‘self-similarity’, 
where one pattern or form is repeated 
— with tiny variations — over many scales 
of magnitude (see, for instance, Stewart, 
(2001). Only recently however, has ‘self- 
similarity’ arisen as a possible explanation 
for fundamental physics. For the theoretical 
physicist, this favours models based 
upon ‘hidden variables’, which agree 
with God's sovereign rule over all things 
through cause-and-effect, rather than 
brute chance being the ultimate arbiter 
of quantum events. Of some significance 
here is that the mathematician Hermann 
Weyl noticed that Maxwell's equations 
for electromagnetism could be derived 
from Einstein’s general relativity if different 
distance scales (or gauges) were allowed 
at different points in the coordinate system 
used to bound space and time! In 1915, 
however, when Weyl was developing this 
thesis, the whole of physics relied upon 
the assumption that space-time could be 


broken up into tiny bits and reassembled 
to predict motion within it. This assumption 
of ‘differentiability’, to use the proper term, 
stemmed from the analytical method of 
differential calculus developed by Newton 
and Leibniz. Feynman and Hibbs, however, 
proved long ago that the typical path of 

a quantum particle (such as a photon of 
light) is continuous but non-differentiable. 
Nottale (1995) has since pointed out 

that: “Giving up the hypothesis of 
differentiability has an important physical 
consequence...”, namely, that particles 
could be ‘emergent like a self-similar 
fractal — whirlwinds of fire at different 
scales of magnitude (c.f. Ezekiel 1:16 where 
‘wheels’, Hebrew: ‘galgal’, may be better 
translated ‘whirlwinds’). 

Limited self-similar symmetry through time 
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The universe is as it 
is because it naturally 
and inevitably reflects 
the being of its 
Maker. 


is widespread in both natural revelation 
and special revelation (where it is seen 

in terms of ‘types and shadows’ of the 

One — Jesus the Messiah — throughout 
redemptive covenant history). A fractal- 

like fabric to reality does therefore have 
strong indirect Scriptural recommendations 
in its favour. Yet is it possible to gain any 
further structural clues about physical light 
directly from individual texts of Scripture? 
Beginning with the origin of light, Scripture 
indicates that a ‘three-fold condition’ 
characterised the cosmos at the instant 
that light was called into physical existence 
(Genesis 1:2). There was formless matter 
(the abyssal waters); there was darkness, 
and the Spirit of God ‘moved’ upon the 
presence of the waters. Dr. Morris once 
suggested that this movement or ‘vibration’ 
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of the Spirit imparted electromagnetism 
to creation, although it has since been 
noted that the electromagnetic force is 
necessary for the prior existence of abyssal 
waters! (Morris, 1976, p.56). It may be 
reasonable to conclude, therefore, that 
the Spirit of God sustained matter directly 
at first, and subsequently he introduced 
a different form of government with the 
electromagnetic ‘vibration’. Elsewhere in 
Scripture, Psalm 104:2 exclaims “Bless the 
Lord, O my soul. O Lord my God, thou art 
very great; thou art clothed with honour 
and majesty. Who coverest thyself with 
light as with a garment...”. Clearly drawing 
upon this metaphor, Calvin writes that 
God "...clothes himself, so to speak, with 
the image of the world...magnificently 
arrayed in the incomparable vesture of 
the heavens and the earth” (Letham, 2004, 
p. 434). Conveying a similar thought, Dr. 
Nathan Wood (1936, p.213) adds that: “The 
universe is as it is because it naturally and 
inevitably reflects the being of its Maker... 
[...] It is the visible vesture conformed to 
His own mighty being.” In fact, created 
light is completely invisible to our eyes 
until it has interacted with some form of 
matter (as anybody who owns a laser 
pointer will know). Given that created 
light is the normally invisible ‘cloak’, as 
it were, of the God who is ‘exhaustively 
self-representational’, we might expect 
reflected light to represent him, in so far as 
we are able to know him through creation. 
Indeed, if we mathematically 
combine all categories of physical 
symmetry — rotational, translational, 
reflectional and dilational - on a plane 
surface, we obtain a ubiquitous pattern 
in creation — the ‘flower-head pattern’ 
of inter-linked logarithmic spirals and 
Fibonacci numbers based on the so-called 
‘divine’ ratio (phi). This self-similar 
spiral arrangement, also manifest as a 
potentially infinite numerical series (i.e. the 
most irrational number in mathematics), 
appears to be the most energy efficient 
way to pack growing leaf florets in a flat 
space. Astonishingly, it also appears 
to be the same poetic law of simplicity 
(economic, maximal distribution of 
‘Gédelian incompleteness’), which provides 
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the most stable ‘ground state’ orbits for 
the configurations of atoms, and hence 
mathematically structures light and matter 
itself (Boeyens and Levendis, 2007). This 
self-representationary spiral signature of 
the Triune Creator is also hidden within 
some of the assumptions about light 
stated in Vladimir Ginzburg's unified theory 
of physics (Ginzburg, 2003, p.35). Although 
philosophically dangerous, we believe that 
Ginzburg's scientific theory of unification 
deserves more serious attention within 
the creationist community because of its 
intuitive visual approach to fundamental 
physics and its deep symmetrical simplicity. 
Let us therefore examine some of the more 
salient scientific features of Ginzburg’s 
model. 

Ginzburg's unification theory 
traces the scientific history of light and 
notes how Sir William Thompson’‘s deep 
fascination with spirals and vortices in light 
first became apparent in the year 1856, in 
a paper entitled: “Dynamical Illustrations 
of the Magnetic and Helicoidal Rotatory 
Effects of Transparent Bodies on Polarized 
Light’ (Ginzburg, 1999, p.343). Within this 
paper, Thompson presented a cogent 
explanation of what he viewed as the 
“ultimate nature of magnetism”. As Siegel 
(1991) records: ”... Thompson’‘s growing 
conviction that he was now able to specify 
the “ultimate nature of magnetism” went 
back to Faraday’s discovery, in 1845, of 
a magnetic action on light. Thompson 
argued that this could be explained only 
on the assumption that the magnetic line 
of force corresponds to an axis of rotation 
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in the medium through which the light 
propagates [...]. A few years later, in a 
talk at the Royal Institution, Thompson 
asserted that “a certain alignment of axes 
of revolution in this [vortical] motion is 
magnetism.” From 1861 to 1862, James 
Clerk Maxwell took Thompson's vortical 
explanation of magnetism and developed 
it mathematically within a series of 
papers entitled “On Physical Lines of 
Force”. Within these papers, Maxwell 
presented magnetism, electric current, 
static electricity and optical phenomena as 
due to the elastic stresses and transverse 
(up-and-down] torsion waves of a 
background medium (called luminiferous 
ether). Within this background medium, 
Maxwell postulated that elastic vortices 
and ‘idle-wheel’ particles continuously 
interacted. As Baggott (2004, p.291) 
notes, however, Maxwell would not have 
originally subscribed to today’s model 

of light (leapfrogging E and H fields), 

or to the corresponding derivation of a 
wave equation. This is true because in 
their original form, Maxwell's equations 
describe the mechanical ‘vorticity’ (curl) 

of a real fluid-elastic medium, with light 
modelled by a transverse torsion wave 
within this medium. 

Ginzburg continues his thesis on 
spirals by highlighting the development 
of the ‘vortex-knot atom’ by Sir William 
Thompson and Peter Tait. Unlike the 
classical luminiferous ether which fell out 
of favour, Tait's theory of dynamic ether 
postulated that: “Everything in Nature exists 
in three distinct forms: helical spiral fields 








representing the electromagnetic fields, 
toroidal spiral fields representing matter, 
and inversion field bubbles, forming the 
dynosphere” (Ginzburg, 1999, p.386). Tait’s 
classical theory has very recently received 
some support from the observation of 
numerous cosmic alignments in space 
(suggesting that some sort of background 
medium for light might still exist) (Brooks, 
2010, pp.32-35). Yet there is more! 
Ginzburg appears wholly unaware of 
Robert Prechter’s theory of spiral, fractal 
Elliott waves. These ubiquitous waves, 
seen in creation and in the stock market, 
are based upon logarithmic spirals and 
the ‘divine’ ratio. They appear to be one 
aspect of a ‘Principle of Universality’. As 
Prechter (1999, p.437) comments: “To sum 
up today’s scientific view...there is a basis 
for saying that there may exist a principle 
of collectives that underlies the self- 
organization of all self-organizing things, 
at all scales. [...] ...a more fundamental 
principle of collectives that may be termed 
phimation”. Although much still remains 
mysterious, we may conclude that a self- 
similar, helical spiral field, founded upon 
the Scriptural criterion that creation reflects 
God's divine nature as equally One and 
Many (Romans 1:20), is perhaps the best 
visual, biblical model we currently have 
for the structure of light. Sadly, many of the 
authors who have recognised this spiral 
pattern through broad inductive reasoning 
are best termed neo-gnostic mystics. 
Instead of attributing the beauty of this 
wonderful pattern to the Father's poetic 
design through his Son and Holy Spirit, they 
attribute it to a ‘secret cosmic harmony’ as 
found in the design of human beings. Thus 
we find James Gardner (2003) advocating 
a profoundly anti-Christian vision of 
Intelligent Design with his mystical- 
anthropic ‘Selfish Biocosm’ hypothesis, and 
the popular novelist Dan Brown writing 
blasphemous semi-fiction about number 
codes and gnostic ‘spirituality’. It is here 
that some important warnings are in 
order — warnings that should keep biblical 
Christians in watchfulness and prayer. 
Writing in Journal of Creation’ 
(formerly known as T.J.), Harker (1999, 
pp.15-25) cautions: “It is significant that 


the New Age Movement and evolutionism 
have significant common ground and 
are united in their opposition to special 
creation. The fusion of the New Age 
movement with evolutionary humanism, 
that is well under way at present, is more 
than an alliance of convenience. It results 
from shared values and, more importantly, 
shared antagonisms.” In this same article, 
Harker notes that: 
“The real issue is not the apparent 
existence of law-like reactions in 
alleged chemical soups, law-like 
development in organisms or even law- 
like patterns in computer simulations, 
but the source of the law to which 
nature conforms. In discovering the 
source of law, one also discovers 
the source of the driving force which 
causes matter to conform to law, for 
law is impotent until activated by a 
driving force”. 


In this article, it has been argued that 
the source for ‘representationary’ 
created systems is ‘mutual exhaustive 
representation’ within the Self-complete, 
Self-determining, Holy Triune God. This 
personal-ontological source is a type”... 
necessity far deeper than anything in the 
nature of the universe itself” (Wood, 1936, 
p.213) and should never be conflated with 
anything created. Increasingly, however, 
the orthodox distinction between God's 
aseity (sovereign self-existence) and a 
temporal, dependent creation is being 
violently distorted. With the growth of the 
New Gnosticism and a false ecumenical 
unity, documented brilliantly by Morrison 
(1994, pp.525-584), many have now 
rejected Christ in favour of themselves. 
What they claim to find — self-worth, self- 
respect, and knowledge of the ‘divine’ 
within — is quite the opposite of biblical 
Christianity’s conviction of sin and utter 
dependency upon God's grace for 
repentance and faith. In truth, this false 
doctrine of self-love is nothing more than 
the original Satanic delusion of so-called 
‘apotheosis’ (transformation into deity). Yet 
without Christ as our exclusive Lord and 
Saviour, we are reprobate concerning 
the faith and have no part in the glorious 


inheritance of the saints in light. Let us 
consider, therefore, the solemn warning 
of Reverend Kuiper in speaking on signs 
of the times: “The doctrine of the divinity of 
humanity will in the end prove to be the 
mighty consolidating power among men”. 
The theologian W. J. Grier once wrote: 
“Just as God has made light to travel at 
the terrific speed of 186,000 miles in one 
second, so He can when He pleases send 
forth the light of his Gospel and speedily 
bring in the full number of His elect from 
Gentiles and Jews.” Thank the Lord that this 
is so! @ 


Footnote 





* Emmy Noether’s theorem states that ‘For 
every continuous symmetry of the laws of 
physics [i.e. one having an infinite number 
of symmetry transformations — either 
rotation, reflection, translation or dilation], 
there must exist a conservation law. And 
for every conservation law, there must exist 
a continuous symmetry.’ 
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Why Won’‘t Creationists 


Just Give Up? 





by Adrian Miller 


This is a sentiment | have encountered on 
numerous occasions. Why don’t you just 
give up? Surely, there is so much scientific 
evidence in favour of evolution? Surely, 
the biblical text doesn’t demand that 
we understand creation as taking place 
over a few days just a few thousand 
years ago? Why don’t you abandon 
your medieval ideas and take a leap 
into the real world, where creationism is 
embarrassing, and actually puts people off 
embracing the gospel of Jesus? That sort 
of thing. 

Sometimes | have met with 
total incredulity that a fully trained and 
ordained Anglican clergyman, like myself, 
could possibly entertain such backward 
thinking. With this in mind, | addressed 
a group of clergy last year under the title 
“Why Won't Creationists Just Give Up?” And 
| gave some reasons why we don't give up. 


A Few Headline Reasons 


Because we see the empirical data from 
the sciences fitting so much better within a 
creationist framework and using creationist 
models. Because we see as inadequate 
any hermeneutic that treats Genesis as 
having nothing to say about earth history, 
biology, palaeo-anthropology, and so 

on. Because we recognise the deistic 
theology and naturalistic philosophy on 
which Darwin built his biological ideas, 
and which seeps into our thinking if we 
embrace Darwin. Because we recognise 
the importance of revelation in our 
approach to knowing. 

Because we appreciate the 
‘Emperor's New Clothes’, sociological 
factors that pressurise members of our 
society — especially the intellectual elite — 
to conform to this world, in opposition to 
Paul's teaching in Romans 12:1-2. Because 
history tells us that where the church 


has embraced Darwin, it has been 
weakened. Because Satan has provided 
people with a way of looking at the world 
that doesn’t need God, and we need to 
expose the weaknesses in that proposition 
rather than compromise with it. 

Because, far from being bad for 
mission, creationism provides the best 
apologetical approach, and makes for the 
deepest disciples. Incidentally, this isn’t 
to say that we don’t have our work cut 
out convincing “Greek thinkers” that our 
message of the cross is not foolishness (1 
Corinthians 1:22f) — it just means that it’s 
even more important that we present a 
united front on these issues. 


A New Question - Not Why But How? 


Allin all, there are good theological, 
philosophical, sociological, biological, 
geological, cosmological, anthropological, 
epistemological, missional, spiritual and 
scientific reasons why we creationists won't 
just give up. But that's not what | want to 
write about here. There is an even more 
pressing question that has been taxing me 
of late, and it is not a “why” question. It is a 
“how” question. How do we represent our 
strongest reasons for holding our position 
amongst those who oppose us? How do 
we get a meaningful conversation going, 
that engages with the strongest arguments 
on both sides of the debates? Let me 
explain what led me to this question and 
what answers I've begun to consider, 
before offering an invitation to get involved. 


1. The Disconnected Need Connecting 


1am a great believer in listening. | 
love sane and sensible debate 

and good quality representation of 
ideas, passionately held and clearly 
articulated. So, when at vicar school, 
my study led me to try to engineer a 





conversation between creationism and 
mainstream theology, | was really quite 
dismayed. So much of the mainstream 
theological texts on Genesis barely even 
acknowledge that a creationist position 
exists, let alone engage with specific 
creationist arguments. Conversely, some 
of the material in the theological literature 
raised interesting and valid questions 
which weren't offen addressed at depth in 
the creationist literature. 

Trying to generate a conversation 
between creationism and mainstream 
theology was like trying to generate a 
conversation between people of different 
languages, talking about different 
topics. It was difficult. Early in my research 
it became apparent that there was a 
disconnect. Certainly there were some 
commendable creationist theological 
offerings, from the likes of Douglas Kelly, 
Andy Mcintosh, Andrew Kulikovsky and 
others, but with some issues there was 
more work to be done by creationists. 

On the other side, one well- 
known theological educator, who adopts 
a ‘literary-cultural’ theistic evolutionary 
approach, and has tried to engage with 
creationist views, admitted in personal 
correspondence that many Old Testament 
scholars deliberately avoid creationist 
arguments because it is seen as too 
much of a minefield. | discovered in 
the theological literature that there was 
much misunderstanding and apathy 
toward creationists, and where creationist 
concerns were addressed, it was very 
often in the form of ‘straw men’ arguments 
being presented and knocked down. 

One could be forgiven for thinking 
that the community of theological 
educators in our country would rather 
that creationists went away and 
hid somewhere. My college library, 


interestingly, very well equipped with books 
on many a topic, had almost no creationist 
literature at all. To research my topic, | had 
to buy a lot of my own books. So, what 

of my generation of vicars-in-training 

who don’t make the effort to seek out 

our under-represented view? Most will 
only ever hear the arguments from one 
side, and if they do ever check out some 
creationist material and find it doesn’t 
address the points they learnt at college, 
they may not take a second look. 

There is a serious disconnection 
that is crying out for robust and serious 
engagement. This doesn’t mean just 
publishing books at each other. This 
means direct representative dialogue, 
as each side faces the strongest points 
of concern. 


2. The Call of God Needs Following 


I've known God's call on me to minister 
somehow in this area for some years. In 
seeking God for how He is calling me 
to work out my creationist convictions in 
ministry, | have begun to feel that a local 
focus is insufficient. It is encouraging to see 
individuals locally wake up to a different 
way of looking at the world that engenders 
confidence in the Bible, and passion for 
mission and ministry. Yet, the struggle so 
often seems to be against a much broader 
context, especially — dare | say it — in the 
good old Church of England. 

There are many Anglican 
voices, bishops, theological educators, 
scientifically trained academics, who urge 
us to reject creationism and embrace an 
ahistorical hermeneutic with regard to the 
early chapters of Genesis. This creates 
difficulty for some in accepting creationism 
or in being seen as creationists. As an 
Anglican clergyman | can sometimes feel 
quite isolated and belittled for having 
such ‘medieval ideas’. But with estimates 
of between 5% and 10% of clergy holding 
creationist views, perhaps | am not so 
alone. 

But | am isolated. And | know a 


few others who feel a little isolated in 
these shared convictions too. And when 
we look at the Faraday Institute, the work 
of Biologos and others, we find that our 
opponents are gathering themselves and 
promoting their views quite well. This 
gives us a tremendous opportunity. If 

we can gather ourselves, and begin to 
engage with one another, and determine 
to reject the stereotypes and ‘straw men’ 
arguments, then this could be good. 

The call of God comes to gather 
creationists, especially those with a love 
for and understanding of Anglicanism, 
wherein this opposing context is perhaps 
most to be found. This gathered forum 
could offer a strategically vital function 
just now. It could give a representative 
voice, both to listen and respond to the 
strengths of opposing views and to push 
for solid engagement with the strengths of 
the creationist arguments. The creationist 
agenda is incalculably important for 
mission and ministry in our current world, 
and we have before us an opportunity to 
address it. 


3. Representation Needs Collaboration 


This whole area is hugely interdisciplinary, 
with pertinent issues coming from 
philosophy, sociology, theology and 
various branches of science, so although 
there is a central singular debate, there 
are so many sub-debates, and such 
complexity, that it is impossible for this task 
to be undertaken by any individual. This 
needs to be a collective enterprise, with a 
truly representative body providing a voice. 

I've spoken to a number of 
creationists from different educational 
institutions, different creationist 
organisations as well as ordained and lay 
who take a real interest in this vital area. | 
would love to gather a committed core 
from across the UK, who could meet in 
person once or twice a year, and maintain 
regular contact between times, as well as 
compiling a good representative body of 
supporters for consultation. 
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Yes, we have good reasons for 
not just giving up. But how do we ensure 
those reasons are given a fair hearing 
among the influential thought-stewards of 
our time? How do we ensure we are doing 
our bit in engaging with the strengths of 
those who oppose us and lead others 
to do likewise? Surely, the first thing is by 
collaborating. By gathering and organising 
ourselves. | know this is already happening 
in different ways, but my conviction is 
that there is a place for a new focused 
representative forum. 

God said to Jeremiah: “Call unto 
me and | will show you great and mighty 
things which you have not known.” Let's 
do it! 


Considering The Next Step 


If you are interested in being involved in 
such a venture, or if you have any other 
thoughts or comments on what | have 
written, | would be delighted to hear 

from you. Perhaps you are an Anglican, 
ordained or lay, who has been praying 
for years for there to be some creationist 
movement from within. I’d especially love 
to hear from you! This isn’t about knocking 
the Anglican church, though. It is about 
drawing the people of God together, to try 
to learn together where the great deceiver 
has led us astray, and to experience in 
greater depth an answer to that prayer of 
Jesus in John 17: “Sanctify them by the truth 
— your word is truth.” 


Rev Adrian Miller is a vicar in Norfolk 
serving in Norwich Diocese, ordained in 
2006, and having previously trained for 
some years for Free Church ministry. For 
his MTh, he researched different 
interpretations of Genesis 1-3 and 

the implications of different views for 
mission. He has been a member of BCS for 
13 years. You can contact him by email at: 
enquiries@anglicancreationforum. info 
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Darwin ole) mA celare| 


Special Review Article 


The publication of these two books 
presents us with a fascinating situation. 
All three authors are staunch evolutionists 
with a cause in which they believe 
passionately. Jerry A. Coyne believes 
passionately that Darwin was right; 
Jerry A. Fodor and his co-author believe 
passionately that Darwin was wrong. 
Coyne believes (p.243) that no serious 
biologist doubts that natural selection is 
the major engine of adaptation. Fodor 
and Piatelli-Palmarini believe (p.193) that 
nobody knows how evolution works but 
that it definitely wasn’t by natural selection 
— that is the theme of their book. Moreover, 
these authors claim that experimental 
biologists have told them (p.19) “No-one 
is thatkind of Darwinian any more”. They 
beg to differ with those biologists and cite 
Coyne’s book as a prime example of the 
kind of viewpoint that they believe is wholly 
wrong. 

| read these two books one 
straight after the other and it was a most 
illuminating exercise, one that left me 
feeling that this is a very exciting time 
indeed to be a creationist. Fodor is a 
philosopher and Piatelli-Palmarini is a 
cognitive scientist. Some of the more 
hysterical reviews provoked by their book 
have claimed that they do not understand 
what they are talking about because 
they are not biologists. In fact, the detail 
in the first section of their book reveals a 
wealth of knowledge of recent advances 
in biology together with the ability to see 
the wider implications of these discoveries, 
to see the wood rather than just the trees. 
Coyne, on the other hand, is a biologist 
working on speciation — the formation 
of new species. He is very much ‘lost 


amongst the trees’ in the ‘Darwinian 
wood’. His relatively short section on 
speciation (one chapter out of nine) is 
interesting and informative in its own 
right but the rest of his book compares 
very badly with the level of analysis and 
argument provided by Fodor and Piatelli- 
Palmarini in theirs. Indeed, Coyne comes 
across as ignorant and amateurish in 
comparison. 

What Darwin got Wrong 
approaches its theme from two different 
directions. Part one provides the biological 
argument for the thesis that natural 
selection is not the driving force of 
evolution. A wealth of material is included 
in these four chapters, material that the 
authors believe is impossible to explain by 
traditional neo-Darwinism. They are not 
afraid to cite literature that is not normally 
brought to public attention but which 
could be of great interest to creationists. 
An example is Sherman (2007), a paper 
which suggests that a universal metazoan 
(multicellular animal) genome might 
have evolved just before the Cambrian 
explosion; the idea is that the metazoan 
phyla all have similar genomes and 
their major differences can be explained 
by the use of different combinations of 
developmental programmes. Why do | 
find this idea exciting? Because it sounds 
to me like an evolutionist interpretation of 
evidence that is actually better explained 
by creationism. There is no such thing 
as a “simple” animal; any genome is 
immensely complex, particularly if the 
animal is multi-cellular. The evolution of 
a universal genome would be exactly 
what evolutionists need to explain, not 
explain away by saying that it must 





Why Evolution is True 


Reviewed by Sylvia Baker 





have ‘miraculously’ happened at a time 
and in a manner that could never be 
evaluated by any evidence. The idea also 
includes the admission that the simple 
picture of the relationship between the 
genes and the ‘finished product’ (the 
phenotype), so often promoted by neo- 
Darwinists, is simply not true; in reality, 
enormous potential for variety is built-in to 
genomes through many layers of complex 
specified information. This variational 
novelty is expressed through epigenetic 
‘switch networks’ and constrained by 
developmental pathways which would 
not be accessible to natural selection 
operating at the level of the phenotype. 
This is what creationists have been 

saying for decades and it is one of the 
lines of argument that Fodor and Piatelli- 
Palmarini strongly promote. References 

to genes following rather than leading in 
evolutionary change and to “phenotypic 
novelty [being] largely reorganizational 
rather than a product of innovative genes” 
all resonate with creationist theories about 
speciation. 

Fodor and Piattelli-Palmarini 
believe (p.45) that, “a dogmatic adherence 
to adaptationism blinds one to...interesting 
possibilities”. This clearer perspective 
means that in addition to directing us to 
interesting ‘fringe’ literature, they are not 
afraid to spell out all kinds of evidence that 
is difficult to explain by neo-Darwinism. For 
example, they make several references 
to the Cambrian explosion in terms that 
creationists would recognise, referring to it 
as momentous and acknowledging that in 
the light of it: 

“the effects of natural selection may 
well consist of post-hoc fine tuning 


in the distribution of sub-species 

and variants, quite a different kind of 
account from one of gradual selection 
of randomly differing small variations” 
(p.52). 


The two authors stress that they are 
atheists and naturalists and that they 
believe evolution to be a blind and 
purposeless process. They are not 
advocating any kind of intelligent design. 
Indeed, their philosophical opposition 

to natural selection as the driving force 

for evolution, spelt out in detail in the 
second half of the book, turns on the 

fact that they consider the concept to be 
‘intensional’ — a technical term meaning 
‘requiring explanation in terms of meaning 
or understanding’. It is precisely because 
they wish to eliminate all hint of a designer 
that they insist that however evolution may 
have happened, it was not by natural 
selection. This, they argue, is because to 
“select for” a trait implies intention on the 
part of the one doing the selecting. 

In contrast with the accurate 
portrayal of the Cambrian explosion to be 
found in What Darwin got Wrong, in Why 
Evolution is True it is misrepresented as 
consisting of “relatively simple multicelled 
organisms including worms, jellyfish and 
sponges” (p.28). There is no hint of the 
dilemma that the Cambrian explosion 
poses for neo-Darwinism and this glossing 
over of difficulties is typical of the book. 
Coyne maintains (pp.242-243) that: 

“Every day, hundreds of observations 
and experiments pour into the hopper 
of the scientific literature...and every 
fact that has something to do with 
evolution confirms its truth... When 





<= 


we say that ‘evolution is true’ what 

we mean is that the major tenets 

of Darwinism have been verified. 
Organisms evolved, they did so 
gradually, lineages split into different 
species from common ancestors and 
natural selection is the major engine of 
adaptation.” 


To read this uncritical endorsement of 
traditional neo-Darwinism immediately 
after reading two-hundred and twenty- 
two pages of cogently-argued evidence 
to the contrary, also written by atheistic 
evolutionists, was a surreal experience. 
Coyne comes across as ignorant of 
creationism, ignorant of intelligent design 
theory and even ignorant of the latest 
findings of biology. Most of the book 
consists of a parroting of all the supposed 
evidences for evolution with no attempt 
at all to engage with any critique of them, 
whether that critique is coming from 
creationists, intelligent design theorists 

or even his fellow evolutionary biologists. 
What makes this lack of engagement all 
the more reprehensible is that the book 
purports to be aimed at answering the 
threat posed by creationists, a threat 

that he portrays as one characterised 

by ignorance and folly. He achieves this 
by misrepresenting creationism and 
intelligent design theory at every turn and 
by indulging in a slippery definition of 
evolution. 

This last point is so important that 
it deserves to be spelt out in detail. While 
creationists are denied opportunities to 
present their case publicly, evolutionists 
are permitted to carry on misrepresenting 
them with impunity. Coyne has a very 
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strange idea of creationist views about 
species fixity. He argues as though 
creationists believe that God is continuing 
to create species (or even varieties) out 
of nowhere and is continuing to place 
them exactly where they are now. | doubt 
if the ‘fixity of species’ concept has ever 
been held in that form. In fact, Coyne’s 
portrayal of creationism is so confused 
and so alien to me — a creationist leader 
of more than forty years standing — that 
lam actually having difficulty describing 
it. At first | thought that this was genuine 
ignorance on Coyne’s part but it soon 
became apparent that this was not the 
case. Hidden away in a footnote (p.256) 
was a more sophisticated description of 
creationism but the points made there 
were not used to counter the many 
misleading assertions made in the 
main text. 

Intelligent design theory gets 
a similar treatment. It is defined as 
holding that “a supernatural designer 
has intervened at various times during 
the history of life” (p.148). While some ID 
arguments are mentioned and superficially 
engaged with, not one ID source is 
quoted, or even referred to, so that the 
reader can verify what the Intelligent 
Design Movement is actually saying. 
This criticism can be extended to Coyne’s 
roughshod handling of creationism, which 
occurs regularly throughout the book. 
References are constantly being made 
to supposed creationist ideas which 
are then dismissed as nonsense, but in 
nearly every case no creationist source 
is cited in support of the supposed view. 
The footnote already mentioned on page 
256 directs the readers to two websites 


22 | Origins 54 


“for the creationist view of kinds”. The first 
was not a specialist website and | actually 
could not find any mention of kinds on it. 
The second did have a discussion of kinds 
but very much at a popular, non-technical 
level. The use of these websites, albeit just 
in a footnote, proves that Coyne knows 
how to engage with creationists when he 
wants to; however it is not clear at first why 
these particular websites were chosen 

or why no literature was cited. Why, for 
example, were readers not directed to 
Todd Wood's book Understanding the 
Pattern of Life or to the CORE publication 
Genesis Kinds: Creationism and the Origin 
of Species. These publications represent 

a sophisticated creationist viewpoint. 

The CORE website (www.bryancore.org) 
would have been more appropriate than 
a popular-level website to ensure that 

the debate is being conducted on a level 
playing field. If Coyne is really interested 

in combating creationism he needs to 
engage with creationist arguments in their 
strongest form. 

The outrageous position that Coyne 
is taking with regard to creationism is also 
revealed in the “Suggestions for Further 
Reading” where he states (p.275), “With 
the exception of some articles in Pennock 
(2001) | omit references to the writings of 
creationists and advocates of intelligent 
design as their arguments are based on 
religion rather than science”. There follows 
a list of publications “refuting creationism” 
and “critiquing and refuting intelligent 
design”. So creationists are not allowed 
to present their arguments because they 
are ‘religious’ but evolutionists are allowed 
to refute a caricature of those same 
arguments. This is a common tactic and 


the sooner the public is made aware of 
the injustice of it the better. In what other 
context would an antagonist be permitted 
to effectively say, ‘You are not allowed to 
hear the case that my opponents have to 
make. However, | am permitted to distort 
what they say and then to refute the 
distortion so that the whole process makes 
them look ignorant.’? 
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Coyne’s book is a 
classic example 
of the confusion, 
misrepresentation 
and sheer waste 
of time that can 
result if the terms 
‘creationism’ and 
‘evolution’ are not 
carefully defined. 


This constant misrepresentation of 
creationism ensures that much of the 

time Coyne is arguing against a ‘straw 
man’ and the confusion is made all the 
greater by the way in which evolution is 
defined. For example, on page 133 Coyne 
says, “Most biologists define evolution 

as a change in the proportion of alleles 
(different forms of a gene) in a population”. 





With evolution defined this way, creationists 
would all count as evolutionists. However, 
this is not the definition of evolution that 
Coyne is using elsewhere in the book; in 
fact, he is gliding effortlessly between a 
number of different definitions of evolution. 
At one time | would have considered that 
this resulted from genuine ignorance; 
now | wonder if it is a deliberate attempt 
at obfuscation. Either way, Coyne’s book 
is a classic example of the confusion, 
misrepresentation and sheer waste of time 
that can result if the terms ‘creationism’ 
and ‘evolution’ are not carefully defined. 
The publication and distribution 
of Coyne’s outrageous book would be 
enough to make one despair if it were 
not for the fact that Fodor and Piattelli- 
Palmarini have provided such an 
interesting antidote to it. Let me finish by 
giving an example of what fun it can be 
to read the two books side by side. The 
topic under discussion is the relevance to 
Darwinian evolution of animal and plant 
breeding: Coyne (2009): 
“Evidence for [natural] selection comes 
from many areas. The most obvious is 
artificial selection...There’s really only 
one difference between artificial and 
natural selection. In artificial selection it 
is the breeder rather than nature who 
sorts out which variants are ‘good’ and 
which are ‘bad’... [Darwin] knew that if 
people could accept artificial selection 
— and they had to, because its success 
was so obvious — then making the leap 
to natural selection was not so hard... 
Since domestication of wild species 
took place in the relatively short period 
since humans became civilised, Darwin 
knew that it wouldn‘t be much of a 


stretch to accept that natural selection 
could create much greater diversity over 
much longer time.” (pp.36-39). 


Fodor and Piatelli-Palmarini (emphases 

original) (2010): 
Darwin was inadequately impressed 
by the fact that breeders have minds 
— they act out of their beliefs, desire, 
intentions and so on - whereas , of 
course, nothing of that kind is true in 
the case of natural selection. It would 
be startling, in light of this difference 
if theories of the one could be reliable 
models for theories of the other. (p.xxi) 


[Darwin, when he came to explaining 
how natural selection works], chose 

a case of mental causation, a case in 
which there actually is an ‘intelligent 
designer’...the idea was that natural 
selection works just like breeding, 
except that in the case of natural 
selection there isn’t any breeder.... 
But there isn’t of course an intelligent 
designer in the case of evolution; 
indeed, there isn’t any designer at all. 
That makes the situation very tricky 
for the theorist...Darwin thought that 
he could start with mental processes 
and then get to natura/ selection by 
abstracting the minds away. But that, in 
a nutshell is what we are saying can’t 
be done (pp.115-116). @ 
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A Beginners Guide to Creation 


Reviewed by Simon Sadler 


‘Emma’ feels very alone as a Christian in 
her college. She enjoys being part of her 
church and is always encouraged by time 
spent with other Christians. College is a 
different world altogether though. Her 
sceptical friends, especially those studying 
the sciences, like to challenge her with 
questions about creation or repeat quotes 
from Dr Dawkins seen on 
YouTube the night before. 
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Dr Chris 
Pegington has 
written a very 
timely and 
helpful book. 


‘Craig’ has recently joined the youth 
group from a completely un-churched 
background. He has shown great interest 
and enthusiasm for the Bible. He is 
confused about the evolutionary theories 
he is taught at school and whether they 
fit in with what the Bible says. He is 

not a great reader of books and it has 
been hard to find the best way to start 
explaining things to him. 

As someone currently working with 
young people in a local church context, | 
was asked to review this short book from 
the perspective of its usefulness for young 
people. | have tried to ensure that | read 
A Beginners Guide to Creation with that 








mindset. In one sense, the vast majority 
of people are beginners when it comes to 
thinking about Creation and Evolution, not 
just young people. That being the case, Dr 
Chris Pegington has written a very timely 
and helpful book. In his introduction, he 
explains his intention to avoid technical 
language in order to be understood by the 
non-scientist. This objective has been 

achieved well. Dr John Peet, in his 

foreword, is right in saying that 

Chris writes simply and clearly, 
yet with a real sense of authority. 
This balance comes across well. 
He uses everyday illustrations to 
explain scientific concepts and 
issues, which are helpful without 
being patronising. This makes the 
book useful for all non-specialists, 
especially young people. 

Another strong feature of the 
book is the use of the author's own 
story. He explains his own change of 
mind whilst studying and researching 
at the Universities of Aberystwyth and 
Cambridge. During this period of nine 
years, Dr Pegington moved from an 
initial evolutionary worldview to being a 
convinced creationist. This personal touch 
prevents the book merely dealing with 
abstract scientific ideas; it is also another 
positive for young people, allowing the 
reader to connect with both the writer and 
what he is communicating. 
The strongest feature of the 

book, however, is his insistence that the 
foundation for the Christian is knowing the 
Lord Jesus Christ as Creator and Saviour 
and believing his Word, the Bible, to be 
true. This book does not try to prove God 
or creation from the scientific evidence. 
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Each chapter ends with a helpful reminder 
of this, pointing out that the evidence 
discussed cannot prove or disprove either 
creation or evolution. The writer points to 
faith in the Bible as the foundation to return 
to at every point. This is a vital principle 
to install in young people and should 
prevent Christians from trying to build upon 
sand rather than rock in their witness. 
The great strength of this book, then, is 
providing stability for Christians when 
faced with attacks on their faith. On each 
of the various issues tackled, the writer 
shows that a sure belief in the Bible is very 
reasonable. Evolutionists are wrong to use 
words like ‘fact’ and ‘proven’ to describe 
their position and ‘naive’ and ‘unscientific’ 
to describe the Bible-believing position. Dr 
Pegington handles this in a helpful and 
balanced way. 

Within the space of eleven 
chapters, a good selection of issues in 
the creation and evolution debate are 
dealt with. The highlights for me were the 
chapters on fossils and radioactive dating. 
Other issues dealt with include intelligent 
design, vestigial organs, genetics and 
the origins of life and humanity. All 
these chapters are short and concise, 
giving the reader a good taster for more 
weighty issues without being too heavy 
or intellectual. For those who want to 
dig deeper, a helpful list of books is 
provided in the concluding bibliography. 
The final two chapters of the book point 
the reader again towards the Bible. This 
sets the creation-evolution debate in 
right perspective. What matters most is a 
relationship with the Creator God, through 
his crucified and risen Son, and faith that 
rests on the foundation of his Word. 

This would be an excellent book 
to give to someone like ‘Emma’. The non- 
specialist language and well balanced 


approach will give some young Christians 
encouragement and answers in the face 
of surrounding scepticism, as well as 
showing others why a belief in the Bible is 
reasonable. | am encouraged to see that 
this clear resource is available to give to 
young people. However, | would also urge 
creationists considering writing for youth to 
strive for clarity and simplicity as this work 
does. Young people like Craig may still 
struggle to access A Beginner's Guide... 
Therefore, | would like to see further 
resources which aim to communicate and 
present these important issues to the many 
young people who need real truth in very 
small bites. 


Simon Sadler is a youth leader at Radcliffe 
Road Baptist Church, Bury. 
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The writer points 
to faith in the Bible 
as the foundation 
to return to at 
every point. 


Letters 


Dear Sir, 


lam writing to express some concern 
about Sylvia Baker's uncritical eulogy 

of Pasteur in ‘Origins’ 50/51. Her article 
on his work, though helpful in refuting 
the idea of spontaneous generation 

of life, ignores Pasteur’s unethical and 
inhumane experiments and also that he 
eventually realised that his germ theory 
of disease raised more problems that it 
solved. (The soil is all’ he was quoted 
as saying in his last years, meaning that 
body tissue-cleanliness was the most 
important factor in avoiding disease.) 

| have long been concerned, too, that 
otherwise very valuable books by Henry 
Morris should present such 17th Century 
scientist as Boyle and Newton as Bible- 
believing creationist Christians, glossing 
over their involvement in Unitarianism 
and esoteric secret societies. One feels 
that if a version of the theory of evolution 
had been proposed two centuries earlier, 
such persons would have adopted it 
enthusiastically. 


Yours sincerely, 


Mark Brailsford 


Dear Mark, 


Thank you for your critique but | 
think you are being hard on Pasteur. 
He was living in a very different age, 
one which may appear inhumane 
to us today. No doubt he had his 
blind spots, but so do we all. My 
answer to your second point will, | 
hope, help you to understand why 
| am enthusiastic (on the whole) 
about Pasteur and his work. 

It is hard for us today, 
especially for those aged under 
60, to understand how far and 
how quickly our nation has moved 
away from a Christian world view. 
| was born in 1946 and yet | can 
remember a time when Christianity 
was the dominant paradigm in 
many aspects of national life. This 
influence, which had prevailed for 
1500 years, was effectively thrown 
away in the 1960s and we are 
increasingly reaping the harvest of 
that disaster. Darwinism played a 
significant part in the acceleration 
of this process which is why some 
of us feel so strongly that we must 
oppose it. 


This scenario being the case, 
|. am delighted whenever | discover 
that a scientist (past or present) is 
or was operating according to a 
Christian worldview. My reading 
of the history of science has been 
one attended by increasing interest 
and encouragement. | have seen 
how powertully belief not only in a 
created order but in a specifically 
Biblical view of the natural world 
led to the rise of modern science. 
In Newton's case, whatever his 
problems and issues may have 
been, this belief was accompanied 
by a deep desire to learn more 
about God through the study of his 
creation. It was the antithesis of the 
Darwin/Dawkins view of the world. 

| tend to regard a person’‘s 
belief in creation or evolution as 
lying somewhere on a very wide 
spectrum. If Richard Dawkins is at 
one end of the spectrum and we 
modern young-earth creationists at 
the other, then Newton, Boyle and 
Pasteur, to name three of many, 
would have been close to us and 
a very long way indeed from those 
who think like Dawkins. 


Sylvia Bakerz 
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Editorial: (Continued) 


Whilst air brushing is much 
in evidence in State schools, open 
hostility is reserved for Faith schools. 
The British Humanist Association has a 
full-time employee to coordinate their 
campaigns. Their goal is to brush away 
all that remains of Christian influences in 
education. In June 2010, a letter was sent 
to the Education Secretary, requesting 
that evolutionary science be part of 
the core curriculum for primary school 
children. Numerous academics wrote: 
“We are deeply concerned to ensure that 
evolution and science form a core part of 
any revised primary curriculum.” A group 
of Christian academics and educators 
responded a few months later. Here is 
one paragraph: “We have no objection 
to their proposal that science is a vital 
subject for schools, as we entirely agree, 
but there are inappropriate reasons why 
they would like you to promote evolution 
at primary level. As signatory Richard 
Dawkins has himself said, evolution is a 
major prop for the intellectual credibility 
of atheism. Our concern is that the BHA 
is seeking to promote atheism to children 
at an impressionable age.” A very 
disappointing response was obtained 
from the Education Secretary, which 
referred to evolution as “accepted by the 
international scientific community” (an 
appeal to consensus — which is contrary 
to the ethos of science). There was no 
acknowledgement that humanists have an 
atheistic worldview and use evolutionary 
theory to further their agenda. No 
surprises here — Christian perspectives 
have been effectively marginalized. 

The human face of theology 
has become obvious as we witness a 
great diversity of theological teachings 
permeating the churches. Some scholars 
have imbibed the secularizing trend and 
have developed a post-modern version of 
Christianity (that is another gospel). Some 
have opted out of apologetics altogether 
to avoid conflict with historians, scientists 


and archaeologists. Evolutionary theories 
have been accepted as ‘facts of science’ 
and many theologians have sought to 
rethink theology to be compatible with 
evolution. A recent example of this is 

the “Evolutionary Christianity” initiative in 
the US. Their web site invites us to “Join 
thirty of today's most inspiring Christian 
leaders and esteemed scientists for 

a groundbreaking dialogue on how 

an evolutionary worldview can enrich 
your life, deepen your faith, and bless 
our world.” What struck me as | looked 
through these names is this: what a 
strange mixture of teachings is here! 
There are believers, but alongside them 
are people who are promoting doctrines 
that | cannot find in the Bible. How sad 
that what unites them is not the Gospel 
and a love for the Lord Jesus Christ, but a 
common acceptance of the evolutionary 
worldview. 

We live in a culture that has 
marginalized Christianity, as George Carey 
has said. Our task is to stand firm on the 
revelation that God has given us, being 
guided by the Spirit of Christ within. We 
need not be discouraged by hostility, for 
this is the reproach Christ receives. We 
do need to address the marginalization 
problem. We need to re-establish in the 
minds of those around us that Christianity 
is concerned with truth, morality and 
justice in an absolute sense. The Bible 
knows nothing of a privatized, subjective 
faith. The origins issue is a central part 
of the battleground. It is here that the 
atheists target their assaults — they think 
that if they can win here, they have won 
the battle! The witness to biblical creation 
is a vital ministry today, and our weapons 


are prayer, the Scriptures and the pen. This 


is the burden of the editorial team as we 
send out successive issues of Origins, and 
as we seek to further scholarship that is 
built on Christian foundations. @ 


Corrections to Origins 53 


In Origins 53, we inadvertently 
left out the author biographies for 
Dr. Jerry Bergman and Reverend 
Greg Haslam. The following text 
should have appeared at the end 
of each article respectively: 


“Dr. Bergman is a graduate of 
Medical College Ohio, Wayne State 
University in Detroit, The University 
of Toledo and Bowling Green 

State Unversity, U.S.A. Among 
other disciplines, he has taught 
biology, chemistry and biochemistry 
at Northwest State College in 
Archbold, Ohio, for over 17 years, 
and is the author of several books 
and monographs.” 


“Greg Haslam is the Minister of 
Westminster Chapel, London. He 
travels widely as a Bible teacher 
and speaker, and is the author of 
several books including Preach the 
Word! (Sovereign World), A Radical 
Encounter with God and The Man 
who Wrestled with God (New Wine 
Press}. 
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